
THE APOXYOMENOS OF LYSIPPUS.

IN the Hellenic Journal for 1903, while publishing some heads of Apollo,
I took occasion to express my doubts as to the expediency of hereafter taking
the Apoxyomenos as the norm of the works of Lysippus. These views, how-
ever, were not expressed in any detail, and occurring at the end of a paper
devoted to other matters, have not attracted much attention from archaeolo-
gists. The subject is of great importance, since if my contention be justified,
much of the history of Greek sculpture in the fourth century will have to be
reconsidered. Being still convinced of the justice of the view which I took
two years ago, I feel bound to bring it forward in more detail and with a
fuller statement of reasons.

Our knowledge of many of the sculptors of the fourth century, Praxiteles,
Scopas, Bryaxis, Timotheus, and others, has been enormously enlarged
during the last thirty years through our discovery of works proved by
documentary evidence to have been either actually executed by them, or at
least made under their direction. But in the case of Lysippus no such
discovery was made until the very important identification of the Agias
at Delphi as a copy of a statue by this master.

Hitherto we had been content to take the Apoxyomenos as the best
indication of Lysippic style ; and apparently few archaeologists realized how
slender was the evidence on which its assignment to Lysippus was based.
That assignment took place many years ago, when archaeological method
was lax ; and it has not been subjected to sufficiently searching criticism. The
only documentary evidence for it is to be found in the words of Pliny. Pliny
mentions that one of the best known statues of Lysippus was an athlete
scraping himself with a strigil, destringens sc. And he tells us how Lysippus
introduced into sculpture a new canon of proportions, capita minora faciendo
quam antiqui, corpora graciliora siccioraque, per quae proceritas signorum
major videretur. The first of these statements does not greatly help us,
as the motive of the strigil is rather common in Greek sculpture. It is the
second statement which has impressed archaeologists. And certainly, any-
one comparing the Apoxyomenos with the athletes of Polycleitus will see that
in it the head is smaller, the body slighter and more sinewy, the apparent
height greater. But these features, though especially belonging to Lysippus
and his school, do not appertain to them exclusively. For example, the
fighting warriors of the Mausoleum frieze possess these characteristics in as
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marked a degree as the Apoxyomenos. And no one attributes the Mausoleum
frieze to Lysippus. It would seem then desirable not to treat the attribution
of the Apoxyomenos to Lysippus as a settled question, but to consider it
afresh, and in a broader light. So Dr. Klein 1 writes, ' a more thorough-going
treatment of Lysippus in a monograph may greatly advantage us; and the
time for it seems to have now arrived.'

I.—The Agias and the Apoxycmwnoi.

The opportunity for reconsideration is offered us by the discovery at
Delphi of the group dedicated by Daochos, one figure of which is now known
to be a copy of a bronze statue by Lysippus representing Agias or Hagias,
a noted athlete of the fifth century, and so a more or less ideal athletic type
of that master. It is quite certain that it will be necessary in future to take
the Agias, and probably other statues of the group, into account in speak-
ing of the work of Lysippus. And here we come to a difficulty. For until
M. Homolle and his colleagues have fully published and commented upon
the whole series of these statues we cannot treat of them in detail. We can
Taut break ground for discussion.2

I must, however, say a few words as to the claim of the Agias to be
thoroughly Lysippic. I need not repeat the iuscriptional evidence which
shews that it is probably a contemporary version in marble of a bronze set
up in Thessaly.3 That this replica was made by the master himself is most
unlikely; he was pre-eminently a worker in bronze, not in marble. But there
would be little point in setting up at Delphi a duplicate of the Thessalian
group, unless it were a close imitation of it; and at all events it is a work of
the time and the school of Lysippus. It has claims to represent his style,
which, if not conclusive, are far more weighty than those belonging to any
other extant figure.

M. Homolle sums up the case for regarding the statue at Delphi as a
replica of the bronze of Pharsalus as follows,4' Le fait (the omission of
proper support to the marble figure) marque avec quel respect du modele
la copie avait du etre faite, et qu'on avait cherche a en faire une repro-
duction fidele, a en garder l'aspect, le rythme, et le style, au prix meme
<le difficultes, voire d'une imprudence technique. II prouve que la copie
merite notre confiance, qu'elle a une valeur documentaire, qu'elle peut,
dans la mesure ou cela est possible, tenir lieu de l'origmal.' This statement
is, perhaps, a little too positive; but yet we are obliged to attribute high
documentary value to the Agias statue.

Casts of the Agias and of the Apoxyomenos have stood side by side
in the Ashmolean gallery of casts for years. I have frequently studied

1 Geschichte der gricch. Kunst, ii. 273. forms Agiaa and Hagias seem equally correct.
- There is a preliminary discussion of the 3 See B.C.H. 23, p. 422 : Preuner, Ein

group in the B.C.H. vol. 23, with Plates. The delphisches Wcihgcsclicnk, 1900.
Agias is repeated in this Journal, 23, 129. The 4 I.e. p. 444.
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them, alone and in company with pupils and colleagues. And I have
reached the decided opinion that if the Agias is at all trustworthy as a
copy of a Lysippic bronze, then the Apoxyomenos cannot, as it stands, be
Lysippic. When placed side by side, the two figures not only differ in
work and in style, but they differ so markedly that they must belong to
different authors and to different, periods.5 This view, however, is one to
which archaeologists at present are not inclined, and I must set it forth with
proper grounds and reasons.

There was one event in the history of Greek sculpture which over-
shadows in importance all others. This event is the application to sculpture
of the results of anatomical study. Prof. Lange has some excellent observa-
tions on this subject.6 Before the Hellenistic age, the Greeks 'knew the
naked body, as one knows one's native tongue. But no one had a clear
conception of the causes of what took place ; men knew not what it was that
took place beneath the skin, and produced the undulations of surface.
Modern science will not by any means allow that such an empirical
knowledge of surface deserves the name of science. But what in the view of
science is a low degree of development, must from the artistic point of view
be regarded as not merely adequate, but in fact as far better and more
successful than knowledge technically scientific' Lange proceeds to point
out that it was first at the Museum of Alexandria, about B.C. 300, that
human anatomy was seriously studied by such masters a3 Herophilus and
Erasistratus. It was said in later times of Herophilus that he dissected
600 corpses. A historian of anatomy writes ' The special branch of
anatomy which at this period was founded, and advanced with rapid
steps, was myology (study of muscle), which had hitherto been unknown:
it was now cultivated to such a degree that most of the muscles were known
to the physicians of the school of Alexandria.'7

This growing knowledge of anatomy soon reacted on the art of
sculpture, with the final results which are obvious to us in such works as the
Fighter of Agasias in the Louvre, or the Laocoon. These works are far
indeed from the simplicity of the early Greek sculptor, who was content to
see what offered itself to the eye. They are learned works, of great
technical perfection, which have almost the appearance of anatomical models.
The elastic skin no longer hides the working of the muscles beneath, but
they are exhibited in all their connexions and ramifications in a state of
tension.

The introduction of the study of anatomy, then, is the great dividing
event in the history of ancient sculpture. Of course many works made after
B.C. 300 are not especially anatomical, proceeding on earlier lines. But it

5 Dr. Amelung in his Catalogue of the Vati- statues side by side.
can Sculpture (p. 87), says that the Agias 6 Die mcnscldiche Gestatt in dcr Oeschickte
figure ' offers the closest analogies in style to der Kunst, ii. Theil, p. 39.
the Apoxyomenos.' I cannot think that so 7 Lauth, Histoire de VAnatomie, 1815,
good a judge would have made so extraordinary p. 118.
a statement if he had seen casts of the two
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may fairly be said to be impossible that a work of the period before 300
should shew clear traces of anatomical study. If so, no statue of this
tendency can be a faithful copy of a work of Lysippus.

If, then, we consider the two statues which have most direct claim to be
Lysippic, the Agias and the Apoxyomenos, we shall at once see that the

•4 *..; -p«S:P"

FIG. 1.—FOOT OF APOXYOMENOS.

Agias is on the earlier side of this great dividing line, and the Apoxyomenos
on the later side. The conclusion seems to me obvious and inevitable, that
the Agias and not the Apoxyomenos is a trustworthy guide to Lysippic
style.

FIG. 2.—FOOT OF AGIAS.

Ex pecle Hercuhm. Let anyone carefully compare the foot of the
Apoxyomenos (Fig. I ) 8 with the feet of statues belonging in origin to the
fourth century, the Hermes of Praxiteles or other Praxitelean statues, the
Meleager of the Vatican, the Agias (Fig. 2).8 He will find it to be quite of

From a cast.
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another type, long, lean, sinewy, all skin and bone and tendon, without flesh
to soften the transition. Then let the same foot be compared with that of
the Fighter of Agasias: the two will be found to belong to the same class,
though the Agasias statue is somewhat more extreme. And what is true of
the foot is true of all parts of the body. Sir Charles Newton, who was in
the habit of examining Greek statues with some of the best judges, besides
being a skilled judge himself, used to say of the Apoxyomenos that it was a
man skinned; and that is certainly the impression which its learned and
elaborate technique leaves on the student.

I must not, however, be supposed to say that the Apoxyomenos is a
purely naturalistic work. On the contrary it contains two elements not easy
to reconcile, a striving to embody academic rule or tradition and an attempt
at anatomic correctness. To the first of these elements archaeologists have
done justice: it has been recognized that the statue represents a distinctive

FIG. 3.—WAIST OF AI'OXYOMEXO.S.

school, and is intended to embody a canon of proportions. And archaeo-
logists have been quite right in identifying its school as that of Argos and
Sicyon. Among other details the remarkable emphasis laid on the muscle
just above the knee, which Michaelis has pointed out as a mark of the school
of Polycleitus, confirms this view. But the second element is not less
prominent. I would cite the treatment of two parts of the body in
particular, as examples.

On the front of the left thigh of the Apoxyomenos there is a triangular
depression between the muscles called tensor fasciae and sartorius (Fig. 3).*
There is also a marked division between the gemelli muscles in the calf of
the right leg at bottom. I have not found these points, which are anatomic-
ally correct, thus noticed in works of the fifth or fourth centuries. Both are

9 From a cast.
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notable in the Agasias figure. No doubt a minute observation of a model
with highly developed muscles and no fat might enable any sculptor to
observe these points: I have seen photographs from the living body in
which both are clear. But Greek sculptors, even in the fourth century,
preferred to cover the working of the muscles with a layer of flesh. In such
emphasis on exact points of muscular structure as we find in the Apoxyo-
menos, we may notice a different spirit, and the influence of anatomic study,
of inyology. Again, in the side above the hip we may notice a treatment of
the obliquus externus muscle quite different from that of the Agias (Fig. 4).10

Indeed we may say that the way in which the upper part of the body is
joined to the hips is quite different from anything to which we are accustomed
in fourth century statues : the result being to give the body a swing and a
motion which are very notable.

FIG. 4.—WAIST OF AGIAS.

Of the influence of an anatomical school, as well as of the swing and
motion in the Apoxyomenos, the Agias shews no trace.

While the general proportions of the two figures as regards length of
lines are not dissimilar, the Apoxyomenos being the slighter of the two, in
the treatment of surface and of muscle the two statues differ fundamentally.
We find in fact between the Agias and the Apoxyomenos exactly the
development of which Lange, in the passage already cited, has written.
The man who made the Agias, like Praxiteles and other fourth century
sculptors, copied what was visible on the surface of male bodies not
exceptionally trained, but exceptionally beautiful. The man who made
the Apoxyomenos, though he was academic in style, yet knew what lies
beneath the surface of the body; and this knowledge in some cases,
though not in all, guided his hand, perhaps without his recognizing
the fact.

From a cast.
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I am aware that this is dangerous ground whereon to dogmatize.
In Greek sculpture, in spite of its general regularity, there are abnormal
phenomena here and there. Occasionally, at all periods, we may find
striking bits of naturalism scarcely consistent with their surroundings.
For example, in the National Museum at Athens, there is an archaic
male figure,11 the work of the knees and shins of which is wonderfully
detailed. In the middle of the fourth century it is possible to find
figures which have a certain anatomical appearance. The most remark-
able instances known to me are some of the men and some of the
horses in the Amazon frieze of the Mausoleum.12 But these figures,
though the muscles and veins are very prominent, do not seem to me to
be so correct in detail as to indicate any anatomical study: the opposite
is rather true of them.

We must, however, see whether there is any extant evidence to be
gained from statues, as to the treatment of limb and muscle by Lysippus.
It has been not uncommon to find such evidence in a statue of the resting
Herakles in the Pitti Gallery at Florence,13 on the basis of which is the
inscription AvaiTnrov epyov. It has sometimes been assumed that the
inscription guarantees this work as an exact copy of a Herakles of Lysippus.
This, however, would certainly not be a legitimate assumption, were the
antiquity of the inscription beyond dispute, which it is not. And as the
head upon the statue is a portrait of Oommodus,14 the notion that we have
an exact copy is evidently fanciful. The statue belongs to a large class, of
which the best known example is the Herakles Farnese at Naples, made by
the sculptor Glycon. These figures differ among themselves in a marked
degree in" work and style, and there is none but internal evidence as to
which is nearest to Lysippus. I should grant as a probability, though not
as a certaint\r, that Lysippus made a Herakles in this attitude; but in fact,
as has been more than once pointed out, the attitude goes back beyond
Lysippus to the fifth century.13 None of the copies \throws any light on the
detailed treatment of surface by Lysippus. The Herakles who has
strongest claim to .1 Lysippic character is the young Herakles in the
Lansdowne Gallery, the close likeness of which both in pose and detail to
the Agias has already been pointed out in this journal,10 and is obvious to
everyone who compares casts or good photographs of the two. Yet of
course Lysippus did not confine himself to one type of Herakles; and he
probably represented the hero, as he did Alexander, at various periods of

11 'E0. 'Apx. 1902, PI. III. The photograph Furtwiingler in Roscher's Lexikon, i. p. 2173 ;
is not so taken as to bring out the points Jahrbuch des Inst., Anzeiger 1894, p. 25. Next
above mentioned. to the inscription cited above, the best evidence

12 See especially Brunn, Denkmalcr, PI. for a Lysippic statue of this type is found in a
XCVIII, 100. small copy of it on a coin of Alexander the

13 Amelung, FiLhrer durch die Antikm in Great, probably struck at Sicyon : Num. Chr.
Florcnz; Brunn, Denkmdler, PI. CCLXXXIV. 1883, PI. I. 5.

14 This fact, strangely enough, is not noted u Vol. 23, p. 129. So M. Homolle in
by Amelung. B.C.H. 23, 456.

15 Mahler, Polyklet und seine Schule, p. 146 ;
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life. Of the bearded heads of Herakles, the finest is that in the British
Museum,17 and it may in essentials go back to a Lysippic original. The
bearded statues of the standing Herakles, figured by Mahler in the work
already cited (pages 145 and 147), are probably nearer to the style of
Lysippus than is the statue of Glycon.

We possess, in the reliefs which adorned the basis of the statue of
Pulydamas at Olympia by Lysippus,18 what ought to be very valuable

FIG. 5.—HEAD OF AGIAS.

material for determining his style. These reliefs, though not of course by
the Master himself, belong to his school. The reliefs from. Mantinea, which
in a similar way represent the school of Praxiteles, no doubt are of great
value in the consideration of the work of Praxiteles. But unfortunately the

17 Ancient Marble?, i. 11, cf. the Steinhauser
head, Man. d. I. viii. 54.

H.S.—VOL. XXV.

1S Olympia, iii. PI. LV. 1-3, cf. text, p. 209.
(Treu).

E
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Pulydamas reliefs are so greatly damaged, that they are almost worthless for
any such purpose. Dr. Treu ventures on the observation that the legs of
Pulydamas in the central relief, which represents him carrying on his
shoulders a vanquished antagonist, are thin and sinewy. The figure of the
seated Persian king is majestic and dignified. Further than this we are
scarcely able to go.

It would thus seem that the definite evidence for the treatment of the
human body by Lysippus, outside the monument of Daochus, is but slight.

FIG. 6.—HEAD OP APOXYOMENOS.

Turning from the body to the head of the Agias and the Apoxyomenos,
we reach similar results. The head of the Agias (Fig. 5)19 is strangely
formed, with low forehead and small occiput; but in the treatment of
forehead, eye, and mouth, one may trace some resemblance to the Tegean
heads, a resemblance which seems to shew, at all events, contem-
poraneousness. And it is by no means inconsistent with what Plutarch tells
us as to the success of Lysippus in representing the manly and leonine air of
Alexander. To this subject we must presently return. The hair of the
statue does not, it must be confessed, shew much of the distinction and

19 Fouilles de Delphes, PI. LXIV.
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expressiveness which belong to the hair of some Lysippic heads. It is in
fact only sketched out. But we must remember two things: first, that a
very simple form of hair is appropriate to a pancratiast, and second, that in
the copying of bronze in marble scarcely any part of the figure would suffer
so much as the hair.

For a more precise and detailed description of this head, the reader must
turn to the paper of M. Homolle,20 who, in concluding, speaks of ' les
differences profondes qui existent entre la tete d'Agias et celle de
1'Apoxyomenos, et qui, au milieu -de beaucoup d'autres ressemblanees,
pourraient faire hesiter sur la commune origine des deux ceuvres.' I
think that anyone who compares our figures, 5 and 6, will agree with this.

It is a curious proof how the attribution of the Apoxyomenos to
Lysippus has blinded the eyes of archaeologists, that the head of that
statue (Fig. 6)21 has been taken as an index of his representations of the
male head. This head is in fact of early Hellenistic type, and its want of
expression stands in marked contradiction to what Plutarch tells us about
Lysippus. From the testimony of ancient writers we learn that the works of
Lysippus were of a stormy, expressive, and idealizing character. But we
throw all this testimony aside, because we are determined to judge Lysippus
by the Apoxyomenos. It has indeed become quite the custom to speak of
Lysippus as in style somewhat superficial and inexpressive. These phrases
may apply to the author of the Apoxyomenos. But to apply them to
Lysippus is to run counter to the most definite statements of ancient
writers.

We owe to the wide knowledge of Professor Furtwangler the observation
that the head of the Apoxyomenos is the earliest young head in which the
marked furrow in the forehead, usual in works of the fourth century, is
replaced by a •wrinkle.22 It is true that in the heads of the Olympian
pediments and the Parthenon metopes the horizontal wrinkle is quite
usual; but this is very different, quite superficial; the wrinkle of the
Apoxyomenos strikes one as something new and something decidedly post-
Praxitelean.

II.—The Bate of Lysippus.

Probably some archaeologists may be disposed to allow a consider-
able difference in date between the Agias and the Apoxyomenos, but may
yet hold that both may go back to Lysippus, the one statue representing the
work of his1 youth, the other of his maturity or old age. In order to meet
this objection, I must consider what is really the date of Lysippus. Canina
saw no great difficulty in attributing the Apoxyomenos even to the time
of Polycleitus. But the perception of its true period and character has
gradually dawned on archaeologists. And the result has been a curious one :
it has been a gradual pushing of Lysippus from his proper place in the

w B.C.ff. xxiii. p. 453-6. 22 Masterpieces, p. 304.
21 From a cast.

• It 2
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history of Greek art. Archaeologists could not separate him from the
Apoxyomenos, and so had to bring him down to a later and later period.

Thus there has arisen an increasing tendency to consider Lysippus as a
far younger contemporary of Scopas and Praxiteles. Recently it has become
not unusual to make his period the latter half of the fourth century; while
Scopas and Praxiteles are placed in the middle of that century. When
however we try to throw into perspective the evidence on which this view
is based, discriminating between what is really trustworthy and what has
little value, we shall find that it does not really support the current view.

To begin with Scopas. His date can only be fixed by that of the
Mausoleum, about B.C. 350, and that of the later temple of Ephesus, during
the earlier life-time of Alexander the Great. His work on the temple of
Athena at Tegea has usually been placed much earlier than the time of
the Mausoleum. The old temple was destroyed about B.C. 394, and it is
presumed that it was shortly afterwards rebuilt under the direction of
Scopas. But for the time of this rebuilding there is no documentary or
inscriptional evidence, and if we go by the evidence of the remains them-
selves, a later date than B.C. 390 would suggest itself. M. Mendel in the
Bulletin23 observes that though the architectural decoration of the temple
recalls that of the Erechtheium it is decidedly later, and resembles rather
that of the great temples of Asia of the middle of the fourth century,
or even of the Sarcophagus of Alexander. In regard to the sculpture also,
it is not easy to place it forty years earlier than that of the Mausoleum.
It would naturally suggest itself that the new temple at Tegea was built
just at the time, about 370-360 B.C., when so much temple building was
going on in Peloponnesus, at Messene, Megalopolis, and other places. It
would thus seem probable that the sculptural career of Scopas did not begin
so early as is usually supposed. To the main argument of the present
paper, this is a question of very small importance; but it is worth while
in passing to question the view which makes Scopas precede Lysippus by a
generation.

The date of Pliny for Praxiteles, B.C. 364, is perhaps that of the
Aphrodite of Cnidus. Pliny's date for his sons, not a trustworthy date, as
their names do not come first in the list, is B.C. 296, the same date as that
of the sons of Lysippus. M. S. Reinach gives the Hermes with the child
Dionysus to B.C. 363, Prof. Furtwangler to B.C. 343. We have in fact little
evidence for the date of Praxiteles beyond the statement of Pliny, and the
internal evidence of extant statues. The most recent writer on Praxiteles,
M. Perrot, thinks that he was born about B.C. 390.

Lysippus' date in Pliny is simply taken from the floruit of Alexander the
Great. It is B.C. 328. This may possibly be the date of a noted portrait of
Alexander by Lysippus, though as Alexander was then campaigning in Bactria,
no portrait of him, in the strict sense of the word, could be made at that time.
We are however told that Lysippus made many statues of Alexander from

23 B.C.E. 1901, p. 255.



THE APOXYOMENOS OF LYSIPPUS. 245

his boyhood onwards, which will take us back to the middle of the century.
The connexion of the name of Lysippus in the well-known story with that
of Eupompus the painter seems to take us further back still. Eupompus
belongs to the latter part of the fifth and the early part of the fourth
century; and if Lysippus even in his youth was contemporary with
Eupompus, he cannot have been born much later than B.C. 400. However,
of course not much serious weight can be attached to these anecdotes about
sculptors.24 More important is the date given us by the Lysippic portrait
of Troilus mentioned by Pausanias.25 Pausanias tells us that Troilus while
Hellanodikes won two victories, one with grown horses and one with colts, in
01. 102, B.C. 372; and that Lysippus executed his statue. The lower part
of the base of this statue, on which the artist's name probably appeared, has
been lost; but the epigram is still extant in which Troilus says that he
won with "irtroi a&\o(j)6poi and then e'<£e|f»7? • with Xinroi. This has been
construed as meaning that Troilus was victorious in B.C. 372 and then again
in the next Olympiad, B.C. 368. But Pausanias says distinctly that both
victories were won in a year, and e'̂ ief?}? seems to me to bear that interpreta-
tion, and that interpretation only. It is clear then that the two victories of
Troilus were both won in B.C. 372. And the lettering of the epigram furnishes
satisfactory proof that the statue was erected at once. Mr. M. N. Tod, whom
I have consulted on the epigraphic point, observes that the forms of the
letters, taken with the use of O for OY, would seem to give a date somewhere
between B.C. 400 and 360. The forms indeed are much like those of the
inscription in Loewy, No. 102, in regard to which Loewy remarks, 'Schrift-
charakter und Orthographie (O = OY) der ersten Zeit nach Euklid.' Thus
there is no reason for rejecting the natural view, that the statue of Troilus
was set up soon after B.C. 372.

The contrary has been maintained by high authority; but the reason
probably is the difficulty of assigning so early a date to a work of Lysippus,
and this reason falls away if we divide the sculptor from the Apoxyomenos.
It would seem then that Lysippus was at work quite as early as Praxiteles,
and very possibly as early as Scopas. He was strictly their contemporary.
On the other hand, he would certainly seem to have outlived them, since he
worked for Alexander and his generals, while we do not hear that Scopas
and Praxiteles undertook commissions for these. His latest works take us
down at all events to B.C. 320. At that time he may well have been about
70; and the lives of Titian and Michael Augelo and Watts prove that a man
may do remarkable work at that age.

There is some evidence for work by Lysippus at a later date than
B.C. 320. And if he were born, as seems probable, about B.C. 390, he may
well have accepted commissions, to be executed mainly by his pupils, for
several years after 320. But at the same time we may observe that the
proofs that this was the case are of a flimsy character.

24 The story mentioned seems to be vouched tales of the kind.
for by Duris who is almost a contemporary; it a5 vi. 1, 4 : cf. Loewy, Inschr. griech. BiU-
stands therefore on a better basis than most homer, p. 76.
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The great bronze group at Delphi by Leochares and Lysippus which
represented the lion hunt of Alexander and Craterus has become more of a
reality to us since the base of it with the inscription has been discovered at
Delphi.26 This inscription states that the work was vowed by Craterus and
dedicated by his son, Craterus fell in battle in B.C. 321. The most natural
and simple supposition is that the work by Leochares and Lysippus was
already begun but not completed when Craterus was slain.

As to the other inscribed base by Lysippus,27 Loewy has shewn so many
ambiguities to inhere in its dating, that we need not here discuss it.

Pausanias28 tells us of a certain Cheilon, to whom on account of his
gallant death in a battle, a statue was set up at Olympia by the Achaeans.
This statue was by Lysippus, and from this fact Pausanias infers that Cheilon
must have fallen either at Chaeroneia (B.C. 338) or before Lamia (B.C. 822).
Pausanias judges justly: these were the two occasions during the life-
time of Lysippus, when the Achaeans took part in an important war. And
both of these dates fall within his working-time, as I would fix it.

Mention must however be made of one or two items of evidence which
seem to indicate a later date. There is the well-known inscription copied in
the Vatican by Pietro Sabino,29 SeXei/̂ o? /3acri\ev<;, Avtwnros evolet,, which
has been supposed to shew that Lysippus made a portrait of Seleucus after
he had taken the kingly title in B.C. 306. But we have only to suppose that
the word /3acn\ev<; was (naturally enough) added by the Roman copyist, to
destroy the special bearing of this inscription. That Lysippus should have,
either before or after the death of Alexander, made a portrait of his trusted
officer Seleucus, as of Craterus and many others, is likely enough. As to
the story in Athenaeus which connects the name of Lysippus with the
foundation of Cassandreia in B.C. 316, it need not be taken seriously.

There is thus no serious evidence for works of Lysippus of a later data
than about B.C. 320. It is convenient in histories of sculpture to place him
in a later chapter than Praxiteles and Scopas. But he seems during all the
earlier part of his life to have been strictly their contemporary: very probably
all were born early in the fourth century, though Scopas might have been
born in the fifth. On the other hand it can scarcely be doubted that
Lysippus outlived the other two. The number of his works, and his
connexion with the generals of Alexander, prove this. Yet this fact is not
of great importance in regard to his style. For it is very unusual for a great
artist seriously to alter his method of working in his old age. By B.C. 340
or thereabouts he would have fully formed his style ; and after that so busily
active a man would scarcely change it.

It is the more important to point out the contemporaneity of the three
great masters of the fourth century, because it has of late become something
of a fashion to insist on the influence of Scopas on Lysippus. Such influence

26 Homolle in S.C.ff. xxi. p. 598. «» vi. 4, 6.
'2! Loewy, Imekr. grieeh. Bildkaiier, No. 93. n Loewy, STo. 487.

Plutarch, Alex. 40.



THE APOXYOMENOS OF LYSIPPUS. 247

there would naturally be: great contemporary artists usually exercise
some influence on one another, whether in the way of attraction or repulsion.
That there were points of strong likeness between the two sculptors is
becoming more and more evident; but we are as yet scarcely in a position to
say which was the leading spirit. And if, as is likely, Scopas influenced
Lysippus, it is also likely that Lysippus in turn influenced Scopas.

If then the range of Lysippus' works stretches from B.C. 372 to 320, it
cannot be maintained that the Agias statue represents his earliest work.
For in that case, when the group of Daochos was executed, in B.C. 339-331,30

he was decidedly over fifty years of age. He can hardly, after that, have so
far changed his style as to produce a statue so different from the Agias as is
the Apoxyotnenos. After sixty, very few painters or sculptors have radically
altered their style; and in the case of Lysippus we must not, without good
grounds, assume such a change.

It will be observed that the position which I am criticising is the view
that the Apoxyomenos, though confessedly a work of the Roman age, and a
copy in marble of an original in bronze, yet faithfully reproduces a lost work
of Lysippus, and may be considered in all its details as the type of his style.
It is however evidently possible to hold a somewhat different view,81 that
the Roman copyist, while preserving the general type and attitude of the.
Lysippic statue, has in some degree modernized the anatomy. In support of
this theory, there has been cited a torso at Athens32 of a figure in the same
attitude as the Apoxyomenos, but treated in a much simpler and drier
style. This might very well, be taken, and in fact has been taken, to prove
that the most striking features of the Apoxyomenos are due to some artist o
the Neo-Attic School, some such master as Glycon or Cleomenes. I must at
once allow that those who adopt this view are thereby shielded from such
parts of the preceding argument as have reference to the detailed and
anatomic character of the surface of the Apoxyomenos. My polemic has
been directed against taking the Apoxyomenos, as it stands, as an index of the
style of Lysippus. This is what has been commonly done by archaeologists;
and it is against this that I appeal. If it be held that the statue, as it stands,
only bears the same relation to a bronze original by Lysippus as the Herakles
of Glycon bears to a possible Lysippic Herakles, then we have a view which
is much more reasonable, and much more defensible.

At the same time, it appears that there are still some features in the
Apoxyomenos for which this theory does not well account. It is not only the
surface of the Apoxyomenos which is later in character than the age of
Alexander, but also the whole build of the figure and its composition. On
this subject Prof. Loewy has some good remarks. He observes that the author
of the Apoxyomenos (whom he naturally calls Lysippus) was the first of

3C This is the date at which Premier arrives 338-334 ; B.C.B. xxiii. p. 440.
(Mn Dclphisches Weihgeschenk, p. 12) after 31 This view has been taken by U. Koehler,
careful investigation. M. Homolle ventures Ath. Mitth. 1877, p. 57 and others,
to determine the date still more precisely to 32 Ath. Mitth. 1877, PI. IV.
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Greek sculptors to compose works really in three dimensions. 'In the
naturalistic rounding of his figure, many aspects pass undistinguishably into
one another; he exercises in the front view full freedom of foreshortening, not
only of the trunk, which bends in various directions, but of the whole figure,
arms and legs stretching boldly into the void. With this, complete success is
secured in dealing with the round.33 But this freedom from the use of only two
planes certainly does not belong to the contemporaries of Lysippus; and it
seems clear that it is a mark of the age of expansion after Alexander the Great.
And this feature cannot, like the peculiarities of the surface, be abstracted
from the statue, which is full of ease and motion, one aspect of it fitting in with
another. I am therefore much more inclined to think that the statue, as it
stands, is a fairly correct reproduction of a Greek original of a time somewhat
later than Lysippus. Of this view I will say more in the final section.

III.—Ancient Critics on Zysippus.

I must briefly speak of the statements of ancient writers in regard to
the style of Lysippus.34 Such statements are usually of a very superficial
character; but we cannot neglect them, more especially as Lysippus lived
just before the rise of the literary school of Alexandria, and was naturally
the subject of much criticism.

I have already touched on the chief of these statements, that Lysippus
introduced changes into the recognized proportions of the human body.
This assertion is doubtless based on fact. But other assertions, and more
especially such as seem to imply that Lysippus was a naturalistic sculptor,
require a further and a more sceptical investigation. For example we have
the assertion of Quintilian ' Ad veritatem Lysippum ac Praxitelem accessisse
optime affirmant.' We cannot believe Quintilian if he means by this
that Lysippus was a realist in the modern sense of the word, closer to
unimproved nature. In Quintilian, Praxiteles is coupled with Lysippus,
and how little of a realist Praxiteles was, we all know. Of course
through the whole history of ancient art down to its decline there went a
careful study of nature, so that in some respects sculpture may be said to
have moved nearer to life. But there were other tendencies, quite as strong,
which preserved its ideal character. It is probable that great sculptors never
fully realize how much of themselves and of current ideas they put into their
works. Often idealists are quite convinced that they are only following nature:
what they add to nature they add unconsciously, and because they cannot
help it.

On the whole, the ancient testimony as to Lysippus establishes his ideal
character. The man who represented Alexander to his own satisfaction, and
laid stress upon his leonine and manly air would not be a realist. A Crom-
well might tell a painter to copy his scars and wrinkles; but Alexander was

33 Loewy, Die Naturwiedergabe, p. 49; so si These are all to be found in Overbeck's
also Klein, Gesehichte ii. p. 348. Schriftqiiellen, pp. 287 and foil.
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of quite another type, and the main object of his ambition was to rise above
the ordinary human level.

There is a story that Lysippus was induced by a saying of the painter
Eupompus to take nature rather than any master as his guide. But to
this story, as I have already observed, little value attaches. In fact the oppo-
site tendency, the academic, is insisted on by better authority. Cicero says
that Lysippus spoke of the Doryphoros as his master, and Pliny says that he
paid great attention to the theory of proportion.

Pliny also records that Lysippus excelled ' capillum exprimendo.' Now
of all parts of the body the hair least admits of naturalistic treatment, since
its forms are constantly varying, and anything but plastic. But on the other
hand the hair can be used to give character and expression to a head. In
portraits of the early Hellenistic age of philosophers and the like, the hair
and beard are treated with great skill, and used to give character. Probably
Lysippus excelled in this matter, which had been neglected by his prede-
cessors and even his contemporaries. The hair is a very noteworthy feature
in such heads as the Zeus of Otricoli, the bearded Herakles of the
British Museum, and the Poseidon of the Lateran, all of which may be more
or less Lysippic. In portraits of Alexander, as we shall see in the next
section, the hair is usually treated with expression. On the other hand the
hair of the Apoxyomenos, though worked out with some care, is decidedly
wanting in character and expressiveness.

Another statement of Pliny is that Lysippus shewed great vigour in
detail: 'argutiae custoditae in minumis quoque rebus.' But argutiae does
not in the least imply minute accuracy or naturalism in the rendering of
detail: it implies animation or vividness throughout, much the same thing as
Propertius means when, he speaks of the ' animosa signa' of Lysippus.
Animation seems to have been as striking a feature in Lysippus' statues as in
those of his contemporary Scopas.

Finally we have in Pliny the reported statement of Lysippus himself,
that his predecessors depicted men quales essent, while he depicted them
quales viderentur esse. Few passages have lent themselves to more
discussion than this. Some archaeologists have regarded it as an affirmation
of the impressionist character of Lysippic art; some as a statement of his
allowance for perspective; some as a declaration of his idealism. It would
take too much space if I endeavoured to discuss this passage in detail; I will
only briefly indicate my own view, which is that the passage must not be
considered in isolation, but in connexion with other art-criticisms of Greek
writers. We may fairly trace back most of these to some germ in the Poetics
of Aristotle, who may be said to have set criticism going, and who formulated
those phrases about ethos and pathos, idealism and naturalism, which formed
the stock in trade of lesser men. In the Poetics?5 Sophocles is made to
say that he represented men oi'oi/? Set voieiv, while Euripides represented
them oloi eialv. Here it can scarcely be doubted that Sophocles is meant to

35 Compare the paper of Prof. Kekule in the Jahrluch, 1893, pp. 39-51.
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contrast his own ideality with the comparative realism of Euripides. I am
disposed to think that under the Plinian phrase, quales viderentur esse, there
lurks some Greek expression to the effect that Lysippus also was an idealist.
The words o'Cov<; eoiicev elvai have been suggested as the phrase which Pliny
has misrendered, and the suggestion is at all events ingenious. At the same
time the view that he claimed to have introduced more perspective into sculpture
has much in its favour. In any case, to escape from an interminable
discussion, I think it clear that whatever Lysippus may assert in regard to
his own style, he at all events declares that it differs from that of his
predecessors, in that he does not represent men just as they stand. Whether
his improvement consisted in introducing a better canon of proportions, or in
treating details in a more characteristic way, it is less easy to say. But he
certainly disclaims realism.

In the interpretation then of statements of ancient writers, as in the
question of date, the attribution of the Apoxyomenos to Lysippus has
been a misleading light, and interfered with their natural rendering.
Archaeologists have found an affirmation of the naturalism of Lysippus
in passages which do not bear that meaning.

IV.—Lysippus and Alexander.

We now reach my next contention, which is, that the whole question of
the portraiture of Alexander the Great has been confused, and drawn, so to
speak, out of focus, by the inference of the Apoxyomenos. We have had two
great monographs upon the portraits of Alexander, by Koepp and by
Schreiber,36 both containing much learning and written with ability, which
have for this reason fallen short of success. The still more recent work of
Bernoulli, on the other hand, being less dominated by a theory, avoids most
of the mistaken conclusions into which this ignis fatuus has led many able
archaeologists. The whole history of this investigation is an illustration of the
danger of piling fresh theories upon a theory which is at the time accepted,
but is liable to be called in question. The only safe ground for a theory
is positive or documentary evidence; and if it is allowable and necessary
sometimes to admit as working hypotheses views which have only a moderate
degree of probability, it is essential that their doubtful character should be
always kept in mind, and that no attempt should be made to use them
as supports for further speculative constructions. One is reminded of what
has sometimes happened in English building. The Norman builder has
sometimes built a low wall on a small but sufficient foundation. A
subsequent builder has sometimes raised the height of the wall without
examining that foundation, and as a result the whole has collapsed.

A current misconception, piled upon the top of those already mentioned,

36 F. Koepp, Ueber das Bildniss Alezmiders Bernoulli, Die crhaltenen Varslellungen Alex-
des grossen, 1892 : T. Schreiber, Stiidien uebcr anders des grosser!, 1905.
das Bildniss Alexanders des grossen, 1903 : J.
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proceeds from a supposed likeness between the head of the Apoxyomenos
and the Azara head of Alexander in the Louvre to deduce the conclusion
that this Azara head is Lysippic, and in fact preserves for us a copy of one
of the most noted of the Lysippic portraits of Alexander, the Alexander with
the spear. To begin with, the likeness between the two heads is but
superficial, and is no safe basis for a theory.37 And further it seems to me
extraordinary that anyone who has read the passage in Plutarch as to
Lysippus' portraits of Alexander can find a copy of one of them in so

FIG. 7.—AZARA HEAD OF ALEXANDEE.

miserable and characterless a work of art as the Azara portrait. ' Lysippus
alone,' says Plutarch, ' incorporated the character of Alexander in bronze and
gave his body its indwelling valour: others, wishing to render the bend of
his neck, and the melting look of his eyes, failed to preserve what in him
was manly and leonine.' Plutarch further says that Lysippus represented

37 Bernoulli observes that the poiuts of
difference are more notable than those of like-

ness. Die erhaltenen Darstellungen Alexanders,
p. 24, of. Figs. 6 (above) and 7.
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Alexander as gazing up towards the sky with proud and presumptuous air.
What of all this is there in the dull Azara portrait ? (Fig. 7).38

But it has been maintained that we have a definite reason for
connecting the Azara head with Lysippus because it resembles the head of
a small bronze figure which may reasonably be regarded as a reduction of
Lysippus' Alexander with the spear.89 This bronze is figured by Schreiber.40

It comes from Egypt. I would readily allow that this statuette may well be
a reminiscence of one of the Lysippic portraits of Alexander; but it is not
legitimate in such a case to assume that it is a close copy of the statue.
And I agree with Bernoulli that the minuteness of the head of the statuette,
and the oxidation which it has undergone, make it a very unsound basis for
any theory. What is quite clear is that the Azara head could not be placed
upon any such statue as Plutarch describes without incongruity.

I venture to think that the whole question of the portraiture of
Alexander has been placed on a false basis through what may be termed a
mistake in psychology. Archaeologists have been misled by the tendencies
of modern art, and have not clearly seen how much there is in ancient
portraiture of idea and belief, in proportion to visible fact. They underrate
the extreme idealism of fourth century art. The attempt to recover the
actual traits of the Macedonian hero, as they might appear in a photograph,
is a hopeless quest. No one at the time looked at Alexander with the cold
and critical eyes of science. All that we can hope to recover is the mental,
rather than the visual, images which those about Alexander formed of him.
Different sculptors, we are told, formed different types of the hero, each
doubtless according to the formed style of his art. Foremost among them
stood Leochares and Lysippus. Alexander preferred the Lysippic rendering
of himself because he discerned in the art of Lysippus a kinship to his own
manly and ardent nature. Some of the sculptural types of Alexander we
may hope to identify amid the numerous extant statues and statuettes which
are more or less intended to represent the great king. We can throw them
into classes. But we shall scarcely be able to say how nearly they resemble
the hero whom they portray.

In fact in portraiture, as in the representation of limb and muscle, the
turning point came about the year B.C. 300. Every one who is accustomed
to dealing with Greek coins knows that we do not find on them strongly
marked and naturalistic portraits until the third century. In sculpture the
same thing holds. The break comes between such a portrait as that of
Sophocles of the time of Lycurgus (B.C. 337—323) with its noble ideality,
and such a portrait as that of Demosthenes of the time of Polyeuctus
(B.C. 280), which combines this idealism with a closer approach to fact and
history.

I do not think that we can yet venture to select one among the many
portraits of Alexander which have come down to us as definitely Lysippic;

38 From a oast. Mde et Osir. 24.
39 This statue is mentioned by Plutarch, De *> PI. VI. of his work.
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but the direction in which we should look is not towards the Azara head,41

but rather towards the portrait on the coins of Lysimachus (Fig. 8),42 and
the head of Alexander in the British Museum (Fig. 9). These have indeed
no kinship with the head of the Apoxyomenos; but they have a sort of
cousinship to the head of Agias, and they correspond far better with the
words of Plutarch.

We may put the matter broadly thus: the coins of Lysimachus give
us the traditional portrait of Alexander as his younger contemporaries
thought of him. And this popular conception would certainly be embodied
in the portraits of Lysippus. There is a strong likeness between the coins
and the British Museum head; but none between them and the Azara head.
It follows that the British Museum head is nearer to Lysippus; and it
conforms to the passage of Plutarch. At first sight it strikes one as Scopaic,
that is to say, like the Tegea heads; but taking the head of Agias as
Lysippic, we may find in it in some respects, notably in the form of the eyes,

FIG. 8.—COIN OF LYSIMACHUS. (Enlarged.)

a still nearer likeness to the British Museum type. I cannot but regard the
theory of Koepp and Schreiber that the Azara head is a naturalistic portrait
of Alexander by Lysippus as a most unfortunate one. The Azara head has
some appearance of naturalism. Even Bernoulli thinks it naturalistic. In
my opinion the poorness of the work, the restorations (nose), and the want
of symmetry between the two sides of the head, give it an appearance of
naturalism which a closer examination scarcely justifies. If however it be
an exact portrait of Alexander, it is of Alexander at the very end of his life.
It is in the last degree unlikely that the aged Lysippus would have made a
journey to Babylon to make a fresh portrait of the king. Kings like to go
down to posterity at their best and not at their worst.

41 So Bernoulli, Die erhaltenen Darslellungen dea Lysippos erhalten sein soil.'
Alexanders, p. 25 'Will es mir nicht recht in 42 From a cast. The coin is in the British
den Sinn, dass uns in dem Pariser Hermenbild- Museum,
niss der Kopftypus des beriihmtesten Werkes
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And it may be observed in this connexion that the portraits by
Lysippus of which we know anything were of the boldest and least
naturalistic type. The portrait of Agias represents a man who had been dead
for about a century. The Lysippic portrait of Pulydamas was posthumous.
In the group of the horsemen who fell at the Granicus set up at Dium
Lysippus, according to Pliny, 'imagines summa omnium similitudine ex-
pressit'; but no one has suggested that Lysippus saw and copied the dead
bodies, and how else could he get exact likenesses ? The phrase of Pliny

FIG. 9.—HEAD IN THE BRITISH MUSEUM.

only shews that the Roman critics like many moderns could not discern
between life-likeness in a portrait and a close adherence to the original.

M. Collignon has some good remarks on the supposition that Lysippus
was a naturalist in portraiture. ' Peut-il etre considere comme l'initiateur de
revolution qui se manifeste avec tant de force dans l'art hellenistique, et
introduit dans le portrait un si curieux accent de verite? I] serait imprudent
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de l'affirmer. Au IVe siecle, le portrait realiste n'existe pas encore.'43 This
must be taken as a revision of the opinion which M. Collignon expressed
some years ago:44 ' C'etait tine nouveaute" de rompre avec l'ideal de
perfection du Ve siecle, et d'abandonner le culte de la beaute conventionelle-
pour se rapprocher de la verite" particuliere. C'est surtout dans les traits du
visage que Lysippe exprime le charactere individuel' In this change of view
other archaeologists may well follow M. Collignon.

V.—Conclusions.

My position then is that a determination to regard the Apoxyomenos
as the model of Lysippic work, and the notion that Lysippus must have been
a realist, have acted perniciously in pushing Lysippus out of his proper place
in the history of Greek sculpture, both as regards his date and his style, and
that the time has come for a fresh study of the whole question. Such fresh
study would probably have led to no trustworthy result, apart from the
discovery of the Agias, which gives us just the inscriptional evidence which
we wanted, and enables us to start on a more trustworthy road than that
which has hitherto been trodden.

Taking the Apoxyomenos as it stands, I would maintain the view that it
fairly represents, not of course the later Hellenistic age, but the period after
B.C. 300, when the knowledge of anatomy was fast coming in.45 And
although I deny any close connexion with Lysippus, I would certainly not call
in question its ultimate derivation from the bronze school of Sicyon, of which
Lysippus was the most noted member.

What is academic in the Apoxyomenos, the careful proportions, the
occasional conventions, connect it with the school of Sicyon, while the
anatomic knowledge and the boldness of perspective indicate the third
century, and mark the road which ends in the Borghese fighter and the
hanging Marsyas.

But while disputing any close connexion between Lysippus and the
Apoxyomenos, I do not deny that in some respects archaeologists have formed
a satisfactory view of the position of this Master in the history of sculpture.
It is of course right to contrast the slender proportions which Lysippus
introduced with the sturdier and less graceful outlines of the statues of
Polycleitus. And it is quite right to consider Lysippus as in a broad sense
the author of those manly and nude standing types of the gods which come
in about the middle of the fourth century, such as the British Museum
statuette of Zeus from Paramythia,48 and the statue in the Lateran which
represents Poseidon standing with his foot resting on the prow of a ship.47

He may also be fairly regarded as responsible for the heads of Helios which

43 Lysippe, p. 92. menos or the Herakles of Glycon and tlio terrft-
44 Text to Eayet's Monuments de I'art cottas of Smyrna of the third century. Lysippe,

antique, No. 55. p. 123.
45 M. Collignon calls attention to the close 46 B.M. Bronzes, PI. VI. No. 274.

likeness between such works as the Apoxyo- 47 Brunn's Denkmalcr, PI. CCXLIII.
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resemble Alexander, and for the later type of Zeus head, which appears in a
mannered and extreme form in the mask from Otricoli.48 No doubt in our
museums there are many other works which a careful search would discover,
and which we could now, by the evidence of the Agias, attribute to the school
of L)~sippus. As the Master worked only in bronze, it is most unlikely that
any of his actual works will be recovered, or even any marble copy which we
can implicitly trust.

I do not at present propose to follow up the clue given to us by the
Agias, or to endeavour to select among extant statues those which have
the best claim to be by the author of this portrait. I have already
suggested49 that it is impossible to divide the Lansdowne Herakles from
the Agias ; and to that view I certainly adhere. But I shall not go further
in this matter. The conjectural attribution of extant statues to great
masters of the fifth and fourth centuries has been carried of late years
far beyond the bounds of prudence and moderation; and although it is
a far safer task to attribute statues to Lysippus than to almost unknown
masters like Strongylion or Phradmon, yet it is a task which can well
wait.

It has been much the custom among archaeologists, and still more
among art-critics without archaeological training, to speak of the age of
Lysippus, the fourth century B.C., as a time of softness and decadence.
No doubt decay and corruption set in at Athens in that century, with
the decay of political energy and religious belief. And in the works of
Praxiteles, for all their consummate beauty and technical mastery, we
may note the beginnings of a decadence. But in the sculptures of Scopas,
so far as they are known to us, there breathes a remarkable force and
ardour. And Lysippus was pre-eminently a manly and spirited artist.
While Athens was entering on the path of decay, the policy and the
victories of Epaminondas had given a fresh lease of life to the people of
Peloponnesus. Great cities, Messene and Megalopolis, arose with their
public buildings and their temples. And many of the other cities, such
as Mantinea and Aegium, became more populous and powerful. It would
be absurd to speak of any decadence in Peloponnesus at this time. Rather,
the loosening of the Spartan yoke had made the towns rise in a generation
to a far higher level of culture and power. These external conditions are
reflected, as is often the case, in the activity of the greatest Peloponnesian
artists — Euphranor, Nikias, Apelles, Danaophon, and most notably
Lysippus. It might almost have been called a new branch of the tree
of Hellenic art, which suddenly flowered and bore fruit. And from it
fresh shoots were transplanted into the vast empire which was founded
beyond the sea by Alexander.

But the real expansion of Hellas came, not in the days of Lysippus,
but in the time of his school. And in regard to this I must add a few
words.

48 Wolters, Bausteine, p. 594. 43 J.II.S. 1903, p. 129.
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Lysistratus, the brother of Lysippus, is said by Pliny to have been
the first to take plaster casts from the face, from which he made wax
moulds. He is also said to have aimed at realism in portraits. Surely,
if this is told us of Lysistratus, we are justified in supposing that it
does not apply to his far more celebrated brother. Lysistratus was
probably a younger brother, with less strongly fixed notions of style.
But even in his case we can scarcely suppose such a knowledge of
anatomy as is displayed in the Apoxyomenos. It was the skin, not that
which lies beneath, that he seems to have studied. It is likely enough
that in the next generation, the school of Lysippus, carrying on the
tendencies of Lysistratus, would profit by the anatomical studies of
Alexandria. There are other respects in which they would almost
certainly move with the general stream of art. Their perspective would
become freer, and the last traces of the two-plane restrictions would
disappear.

It seems to me that the path thus laid down would lead the followers of
Lysippus to such a work as the Apoxyomenos. And there are other works of
a not dissimilar character, which have already by some writers been attributed
to the school of Lysippus.

If we look round our Galleries in order to find parallels, it will not be
easy to find any nearer than the so-called Jason of Munich60 and the
Louvre,61 which is really a Hermes fastening his sandal, and the seated Ares
of the Ludovisi gallery. I have not been able minutely to examine the
details of these works; but in all, the boldness of attitude, the length of
limb, and the freedom from the two-plane convention is conspicuous. The
Ares statue in particular furnishes an interesting parallel to the Apoxyomenos.
Some thirty years ago it was usual to regard it as a copy of an Ares of
Scopas. In 1885 Dr. Wolters, an excellent judge, had observed the affinities
of the two statues both in style and in head,62 and had naturally attributed
the Ares to the school of Lysippus. Overbeck observed in 1894,63 ' in
recent years many writers have set forth considerations which leave no
doubt that we have to do with a work made in the Hellenistic age under
the influence of the art of Lysippus.' In particular the little figure
of Eros, which is associated with this Ares, is of unmistakable Hellenistic
type.

It is observable that the proposal of the present paper is to treat the
Apoxyomenos as the Ares Ludovisi has been treated by a general consensus
of archaeologists : to deny its right immediately to represent a great master,
but to leave it as representing the later development of a fourth century
school.

It is a decidedly later stage of such tendencies which is represented by
such statues as the wonderful fighter of Agasias in the Louvre. I have

50 Clarac v. 814, 2048. 53 Gesehichte der griech. Plastik, Ed. 4,
51 Brunn and Arndt, Benkmdler, PI. LXVII. ii. 17.
52 Bausteine, p. 452.
H.S.—VOL. XXV. S
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already observed how in details, notably in the shape of the foot, this figure
carries further the peculiarities of the Apoxyomenos. But we have to do here
with a work of Asiatic origin and eclectic style.

The road which leads to the statue of Agasias would seern to have been
pursued by Lysistratus, and probably by the sons or pupils of Lysippus, but
scarcely by himself. We may perhaps find a hint of this in Pliny's state-
ment that Euthycrates rather attained to the constMntia of his father than to
his elegantia, and preferred the austerum genus to the jucundum. The phrases
are not easy to interpret; but we may judge that Euthycrates was deficient
in the charm which was conspicuous in the works of Lysippus, and made
up for it by hard study. The works of Euthycrates are of the same
kind as those of Lysippus, Alexander, a Herakles, horsemen, quadrigas, and
the like. Another son or pupil, for Pliny does not distinguish them, Boedas,
made an adorans, a figure which some have seen in the 'Praying Boy ' of
Berlin, which does, in fact, seem to belong to this school.64 A third pupil
Daippus, was so far as we know exclusively a sculptor of athletes ; we hear
of several of his works, among others of a statue called the Perixyomenos.
Is it possible that our statue, which we call the Apoxyomenos, is really a
•copy of this? The Plinian date of Daippus, 01. 121 (B.C. 296) would be
rather early for the statue, but by no means impossible. It is not, as we
have already seen, by any means purely naturalistic ; in some points it
connects itself with the fourth century, as in others with the schools of
Hellenistic art.

What would be the difference between an Apoxyomenos and a
Perixyomenos ? I have made inquiry of eminent Greek scholars on this
point, but they have nothing definite to say. The Apoxyomenos should be a
man scraping away the sand like a skin, the Perixyomenos a man scraping
himself all round. As the Roman amateurs applied the names to two well-
known statues, one would think that there must have been in action or
attitude of these statues something to justify the two prepositions, irepi- and
awo-. However that be, it seems clear that the word perixyomenos would
well suit the extant figure. At the same time, it must be observed that this
attribution is merely suggestive and conjectural, and cannot serve as a basis
for any further theories.

As this paper has been rather long and intricate, it may be well here
briefly to sum up the conclusions which it reaches. We started from the
position that the Agias and the Apoxyomenos cannot both reflect the style of
Lysippus; and we saw good reason to think that it is the Agias which has
by far the best claim to this position, the Apoxyomenos shewing clear marks
of the style of the age succeeding Alexander the Great. We next observed

54 Prof. Loewy has insisted on likenesses, Apoxyomenos and the 'Praying Boy,' Bom.
both of pose and of type of head, between the Mitth. Pis. XVI.-XVII.



THE APOXYOMENOS OF LYSIPPUS. 259

that the assumed connexion of this latter work with Lysippus had had the
-effect, first of placing Lysippus at too late a date in the history of Greek
sculpture; and second, of confusing the question of the portraiture of
Alexander. Finally, it appeared that the Apoxyomenos is probably a copy,
not of a work of Lysippus himself, but of one of his pupils, or someone
belonging to his school, who worked in the third century.

P. GARDNER.
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